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Favorable reconsideration of this appiicatbn as presently amended and in light 
of the following discussfon is raspectfu fly requested. 

Ciaiims 1>13 are pending in the present applicatfon and stand rejected. Claims 1, 
4, 6, 11 , and 1 3 are beingf amended to OQrrect a minor antecedent issue. The 
arrtendments to Claims 1 , 4, 6, 11, and 13 are foelievad not to change the scope of the 
subject matter Glaime^d, thus a new search will not be required. 

!n the outetand in p Office Action, CJaims 1^-13 were rejected under 35 U.SX. § 
112, first paragraph; Claims 1-13 were rejected under 35 § 1 12, second 

paragraph; ar^d Claims 1-13 wer^ rejected ynder 3S y.S:C. §1 02(a) as being 
anticipated by Kida (Patent Appiication Publication US 2006/0092156, hereinafter 
"KMa"). 

Turning to the reiection of Claims 1-1 3 under 35 U,S,C. 1 1 1 2, first paragraph, 
Appficants respectfully subnii^^ the arguments presented In the previous response 
for the same rejectfoh, which arguments are incorporated harem by reference in their 
entirety, were not responded to by the Qffioe as required In MPEP § 2163.04|li),^ thus 
preventing AppNcant from further advancing prosecution of thi^ Application, The Office 

I Upon reply by appUcani before repeating any rejecUon und^ 112, para. 1, for lack of writeii 

descnptjon, review the basis for the rejection in view of the record as a whole, including amendments^ 
argurrtents, end any evidence submitted by applicant Jf the whote record now demonstrates that the 
wntten descrfption requirement is satisfied, do not repeat tlie f^ectjon in the next Office action. If the 
record still does not dernonstrata that the wntie^ descriptk)r^ is adequate to support the clato{s),^ f^ 
the rejection ttnder 35 U,S>C. 112, para^ 1, fufly res^on^ tQ Bppfft^fit^ mhutt^i argummts, and 
properly treat any further showings subrhitted b^ in the reply VVhen a rejection Is ma 

any affidavits relevant to the 35 U.S.Cv 112, para. 1, written description requirement, must be thoroughly 



U.S. Application Ho. 1 0i/S68y199 

Page 7 

IS respectfully reminded that "'the goal of examination is to clearly articuiate any 
rejectioii ^arly in the pfoseeution process so that the a ppHcant has the opportunity to 
provide evidence of patentabifity and othefwise reply cornpletely at the eariiest 
oppoftynity;"^ 

*'[T]he PTO bears an inilial burden of setting forth a reasonable expfanatton as to 
why it believes that the scope of protection provided by , > . [a] cimm is not adequately 
enabled by the description of the invention provided in the specification . - this includes 
. . . providing sufficient reasons for douMing any assertions in the specification as to the 
scope of enablement. Jl the PTO meets this burden, the burden then shifts to the 
appficant to pfOVide suitable proofs Indicating that the specification is indeed ehabling.'' 

In re Wrlgjit. 999 F.2d 15S7. 1561-1562 (Fed. G$r. 1993) ^also see ypEP 2164.04^ 
^'Burden on the Examiner Under the Enablement Requiramenf) Applicant respeotfuliy 
notes that a simple statement requesting where support for a particular claim or 
pprtio^s^ thereof Is found does not meet the noted burden of proof. 

in interpri^ttng the foregoing requirements, the BRA! recently stated: other 
words, 'Section 112 does not require that a specification convince persons skiiJed in the 
art that the assertions therein are correct; In re Armbruster, 512 F.2d 676. 678 (CGPA 
1975). Instead, 'it is mcurt^bent upon the Patent Office . . . to explain why It doubts the 
truth or accuracy of any statement In a supporting disclosure and baak iifp 
mss0it^^t^s of its own with accBptMMB ^^idBnce or rBBsanrng whi^^h m hicoiisfstBi^t 



analysed stiid discussed in the neM Office actton. {MPEP 2163.04(11), ^mpt^sis addec^ 
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with ihB cOiitesterf sMfeme^if.' In re Marzocchl, 439 F.2d 220, 224 (CCPA 1971),,. 
Thus, the threshdid issue raised by this rejeolion is not whether Appeftants have 
established thst their Speeifieation is enabfing ... rather^ the issue is whether the 
Examiner has met his initiaJ burden of providing a reasonable explanatipn as to why it 
isn^t/' (Ex parte Uu et ai;, Appeal No. 20D9-15302 (BPAl), emphasis added) 

Appliqant further notes that there are no re<5^u^ of verbatim sypport 

ciaim iangu^ge as well as the provisions of examples or expli^ na tronf from ''MBrt to 
fmish instructing one skiil in the art of how to construct the instant applicati^ 
undue experimentation/* (See putstanding Office Action, page 2, epiphasls added). 
Appilcant has property I<ientj11ed pr^viQUsiy thM support Jor the amended claim are 
found m the originaliy fiied cJatms. 

For example, as to Gfaim 1 , for tJ^e inecitation of (1) ''an electrpnic equiprnent 
having a monitor and a device lor controlling movernent of an icon of a display screen 
that possesses ah instantaneous menu of search;'' and (2) "the program generates a 
three dimensional image showing the shortest and best route to be followed fey the user 
from a point at which the user identifies the desired destination to the desired 
destination along wifh notes about the shortest traiectory to fee cove red^ by means of an 
objept in mpvenient" plea^# see the fbliowins text in bold aiid underiihe. respectively, as 
in<2iuded in the originally filed Ciaim 1 , i.e.: 



Computer oriented way device by three-dime nsipnal image 
which aim is to facilitate to the localization of departments^ 



2 MPEf> § ym. 
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store, items in exposition, numbered seals and strategic points 
of great shoppimg centers, museums; big stores, supermarkets, 
cGmpanles, houses of entertainrnent theaterS: fatrs, events, 
among others to be located, charactenzerf for being constityted 
of a oomouter orooram , i n s talied an efBctmnic BqmpmBnt 

mo¥BmBnt of the screen, by toitch or voice, i/ial possesses 
m fmtmtmmmifmn^ of ^ama and searches the place M 
interest of the user , in different eategones of search , so thai, 
when the user informs the piace of desired destin a tion, the 
program penerates a three-dimensjQnat image about the 
shortes t and betler wa y to be covered by the user, from the 
oonsultatjon point to the chosen ptace, foliowed of notes about 
the shortest traiectory to be covered by miearts of ari object in 
movement . (Originial Claim 1 as filed from the PCT applicaiion,) 

As to Claim 6, sypport is also found in the oripinally filed Claim 1 as already 
expls^ioed for like reoifed elements m Claim 1 . \n addition, Appiicant respectfylly 
submits that those or ordinary ski y in the applieabte arts understand that: (1) the results 
of an output of a computer program are frequently referred to as a ''simulation;'' (2) if the 
user Is to receive instruction of how to go from where he or she is to a desired 
destmation, there are first aRcl second points within the place of interest selected by the 
user; and {3} monitors of most electronic equipment have display screens. 

Finally, as to the various paragraphs related to Claim 6 language listed on page 
4 of the Outstanding Of lice Action , Applicant respectfuliy caffs the attention of the Office 
to the standard ianguage used in a Beauregardr-type claim as the same relates to the 
reoitatiofv of sufcyeot matter related to software, i.e., a computer program as ateo recited 
in the originally filed Claim 1 , 
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As such, AppJican! respeetfully requests that either (1) the proper procedure 
followed fora rejectbn und^f 3S U,SvC, § 112, first parsgraph for failure to comply with 
the wdtten descriptton reqyifement and a response be giver* to previoiisly submitted 
arguroeRt; or (2) the rejeGtion under 35 U.S.C. §112. first paragraph be withdrawn. 

Ciaims 1-13 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph. Appfloant 
has amended Claims 1 , 6 and 13 to correct a minor an tecade tit issue witli the recitation 
of 'the place of interest" and to change the expression ''net of computers'- to "network of 
computers'' in Claims 4 and 1 1 . Howeveit as further explained beiow, as to the other 
issues raised in the Outstanding Offfce Action with respect to this rejection, Applloant 
respeotfully submits lhat reading of Claims 1-13 as they are is sufficient to particulariy 
point out and distinctiy claim the subject matter of the instant invention beirig claimed 
therein. 

As to the question of '*what possesses an instantaneous menu of search" in 
Claim 1, Applicant respectfufly submits that it is the '^dlspfay screen" that does. That is, 
the relative pronoun Ihaf next to the expression 'dispiay screen'' connects that same 
term to the restrictive relative clause of ^possesses an instantaneoys menu of search." 

As to the question that 11 is unclear "how the user identifies the deaSred 
destirtatton to the desired destination-' in Cialrn 1, Applicant: respectfyl|y submits that the 
shortest and best route to be foiJowed by the user is from a first point to a second point, 
i,e., from "a point the user identifies the desired destination" (the first point) to the 
"desired destination" (the second point). 
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Finally, as to the question that it te **iindear how a simulation path from the first 
poirit to the second point i$^ w the pfaoe of interest seteGted by the user,'' Applicant 
respeotfully notes that the place of interest may be seieeled from the group comprising 
departmeints, stores, items in exposition, numbefed seats and sirategie points of great 
shopping Gentets, museyms, big stores, supermarkets, companies, houses of 
entertainrnent, theaters^ fairs, and events, as recited in Claim 13. Once the pface of 
interest is identified t the shortest and best route from the first point (the point from 
which the user is requesting assistaooe from the system for direction) to the second 
point (the desired destination) is calculated and displayed to the user 

Applicant respeptfuiiy submits that the amendrnents to Giaims 6, 11 , and 13 
together with the arguments Just preseoted herein have o vereome the rejections under 
36 U.S.C. §112 second paragraph of Claims 1-13 and respectfulfy request their 
withdravtfai. Jt is believed that all pending claims are definite and no further rejection on 
that basis Is anticipated. If, however, the Bxaniiner disagrees, the Examiner is invited 
to telephone the undersi§ped who wilS be happy to work with the Examiner in a joint 
effort to derive mutualiy acceptable iangMPSe. 

Turning to the anticipation rejections, Applicant respectfully subrriits that QIalrns 
1 and 6 are not anticipated by Kida because each and every element as set forth in that 
claim Is not found, either expressjy or inherentiy described, in the cited reference, in an 
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anticipation mjectiori, the ideRifcal invention r^^M^t be shown in compete d^iaii as i$ 
CKjnta in^d i n the claim :^ 

Aooording to a featy r# otythe inventipn as sat forth in Ciarms 1 and 6, ^ thresj- 
dimensiooai image is reci^ showing the shortest and b^st route i^ymBam^ of a?? 
object in mm^mment: Kida does not axprasslv or inhereritiy descril^e 
advantageous feature; Ihem^ 1 and 6. 

in its rejeptibn of Claimsi 1 ^nd S now, tha Office states that paragraphs [0140], 
[021 0|, |02T1|, and [021 g| of KIda antiGipatas th^ noted subl^ct matter of Glairns 1 and 
6. Appiicant respeetfuliy disagrees and SMbrnits that an elemeint-by-elenient indication 
td substantiate such a coneiysory statement has not been provided. Consider as an 
exarripte, but not as a lirnitation to Appli<:ant*s abiiity to argue such an ur^substantiated 
Gonpiu^slpn, in none of the iisted paragraphs of Kida one finds any cli$closuri& expressly 
or inherer^tly describing the generation of a three-dimensiGnal Irnag^ showing th^ 
shortest and best route iii©«s/is of ^h o^mt in mpymn^nt 

in the newly cited oaracgraphs of Kida arrows indicafirig the direction of travel are? 
displayed. As further explained in paragraph {Q21G] of Kida Ihe SD map/information 
suparirnposed displaying portion 2 dispiays the path which the user should currently 
felJo^ (step S69 in FIG. 27} (see FIG, 32). In FiG. 32, mrow 20103 in Mb mnmr of 
tUB BcmBn mdicMBs Ifte dimctmh thM umt shouM foUowf Applica nt 



3 See MFEP 213 3 : "A claim isi atirt^ictpaxed onl v jfM^fi ^tid gyerv eii^meiit as ^i^ii forth in the clairn is foMiid^ ^itfie^ 
expr<2ii$jy 0;r inher^nLly described, m a smgle prior art ref^rejicfe%" (Citations omitt^^d) (emph?i$is; ad<3e<J). See aiso 
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mspectfu I iy submits that an arrow indicating a direction of trawl pf a user movement is 
not (expressfy or fnhereritly) the recited feature of a means of an oi3i|e<;t m rnovsrtienit. 
Appficant further respectfuHy submit by way of exampfe and not of a iimiiatson that 
those of ordinary skil! in the applicable a^rts unders^tand that in the present disotosyr^ 
the rrieans of an object in movement may be represented by a 3D animation or movie 
of a trajeqtQry to be followed by a user from a starting ppint to a desired deMI nation 
within an actual place of interest show irig a reaiistic renditron of all details of an actua! 
route to be folJowed. 

Applicant respectfully submits that Glaims 1 and 6 are not anticipated by Kida. 
This cited prior art reference does not disclose express fy^o 

a three-dimensional image as recited in these claims. Gfairns 2-S and 7-1 3 should be 
allowed, among other reasons, as dependingi either directly or iodirectty from Claims 1 
and 6; respectively, which should be allowed as just explained. 

In addition. Claims 2-S and ?-13 are further considered allowable as they recite 
other features of the invention that are not disctosed, taught, or suggested by the 
applied reference when those features are cons rdered within the context of the subject 
matter recited in independent Glaims 1 and 6. For example, Glaim 2 recites the 
advantageous feature of execution in real time. Contrary to what has beefj asserted by 
the Office, Kida is silent to any exeGution in real tirme in paragraphs |0G34], p0433> and 
[01 1 3]. Similar arguments can be presented to the reiection of Qiaims 3-5 and 7-13, 



?vj FEP 2 1 43 0 : • * I words in a cM m muu be oprtsi ciierie^ in j tidgtag t he pateyttabBity o f t liat c I at m against tl^ pf Mr 
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Therefore, AppHcant respectfuHy requests that the antfcipation of Claims 1-13 under 35 
U.S>C, 1 102(e) be withdrawn. 

Aocordiiigly, in iiglit of th^ abo>/e discyssion and in view of the enGtosed 
amendments, the pr^^ent application is believed to be In condition for aflowance and an 
eariy and favorable action to that effect is respectfully requested. If, however, there are 
any remainirjg unresolved issues that wouid prevent the issuance of the NotiGe of 
Aflov^ance, the Examiner $s urged to contaot the undersigned at (832) 247-8181 in order 
to expedite prosecution of this applicatton. 

Respectfuliy submitted. 

By: ^MM52020/ 

Mardson Q. McQuay, Ph.D. 
Ragf^tratton No. 52,020 

13811 Sugar Dock Gt 
Houston, "PC 77044 
832-247-8181 



art." 



